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Abstract	
	
In	Modern	English	(MnE,	dating	1500	onwards),	causative	and	adhortative	expressions	
are	represented	by	LET	and	MAKE:	(1)	He	let	her	go	(meaning	‘he	permitted	her	to	go’);	
(2)	He	made	her	go	(‘he	 forced	 her	 to	 go’);	 and	 (3)	 Let’s	go.	 In	 the	 history	 of	 English	
language,	 there	 are	 several	 other	 lexemes	 used	 for	 these	 notions.	 For	 causative	
expressions,	Old	English	 (OE,	dating	700‐1100)	 attested	HĀTAN	 ‘to	 command’	 and	DO	
besides	LET,	while	MAKE	 came	 into	 use	 since	 the	Middle	 English	 (ME)	 period	 (1100‐
1500).	Before	the	rise	of	LET	(with	US)	for	the	adhortative	usage	in	ME,	OE	had	another	
auxiliary	 UTON	 (sometimes	 followed	 by	 WE)	 placed	 at	 the	 initial	 position	 of	 a	
declarative	 sentence.	 Prior	 research	 has	 focused	 on	 the	 use	 of	 these	 auxiliaries	
individually,	and	their	systematic	alternation	 is	suitable	 for	comprehensive	discussion.	
This	paper	examines	how	causative	and	adhortative	expressions	were	interrelated	in	OE	
and	ME.	Were	there	semantic	differences	among	LET,	HĀTAN,	DO,	and	MAKE	as	in	MnE	
examples	 (1)	 and	 (2)?	Why	was	UTON	(WE)	 replaced	by	LET	 (US)	 for	 the	 adhortative	
case	as	 in	(3)?	This	paper	will	provide	the	following	insights.	For	causative	auxiliaries,	
OE	LET	 is	chiefly	used	in	the	permissive	sense	while	HĀTAN,	DO,	and	MAKE	convey	an	
obligative	 sense.	 In	 the	 lexical	 alternation	 of	 the	 adhortative,	 UTON	 falls	 into	 disuse	
along	with	the	decline	of	the	word	order,	with	its	finite	verb	in	the	initial	position,	and	
LET	in	the	imperative	mood	takes	over	the	adhortative	function.	
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1. Introduction１	
In	English,	the	word	LET	is	used	to	express	both	the	causative	notion,	as	in	He	let	
her	go,	 and	 the	 adhortative	notion,	 as	 in	Let’s	go.２ This	 research	project	originated	 in	
the	question	of	why	these	different	expressions	share	the	same	auxiliary	LET.	Quirk	et	al.	
(1985:	1205)	assign	to	LET	in	the	former	use	(and	the	other	causatives	MAKE	and	HAVE)	
the	interpretation	“verbs	of	coercive	meaning”.	For	the	latter	use,	Let’s	 is	derived	from	
Let	 us.	 For	 this	 reason,	 Huddleston	 &	 Pullum	 (2005:	 170)	 define	 Let’s	 as	 the	 “1ST	
                                                    
１	This	investigation	is	based	on	a	paper	read	at	the	19th	International	Conference	on	English	Historical	Linguistics	
(ICEHL)	held	at	University	of	Duisburg‐Essen,	Germany,	on	24	August	2016.	
２	‘Causative’	here	refers	to	the	situation	that	someone	has	another	person	do	something.	‘Adhortative’	is	a	term	used	
when	an	addresser	proposes	to	the	addressee	to	do	something	together.	
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PERSON	 IMPERATIVE	 LET”.	 The	 present	 investigation	 focuses	 on	 the	 development	 of	
causative	and	adhortative	expressions	 in	 the	history	of	English,	namely	 in	Old	English	
(English	dating	about	700‐1100)	(henceforth	abbreviated	as	OE),	Middle	English	(1100‐
1500)	(ME),	and	Modern	English	(1500‐)	(MnE).	The	primary	focus	is	on	the	Medieval	
English	period,	which	includes	OE	and	ME.	
	
2. Framework:	method	and	material	
2.1. Modality	in	causative	and	adhortative	expressions	
	
Both	 the	 causative	 and	 adhortative	 notions	 are	 considered	 closely	 related	 to	
modality.	Curme	(1931:	432)	regards	LET	as	a	modal	auxiliary.	Krug	(2009)	categorises	
the	 adhortative	 sentence	 as	 a	 type	 of	modality	 expression.	 According	 to	 Aarts	 (2011:	
275),	modality	can	be	defined	as:	
	
a	 concept	 which	 is	 concerned	 with	 such	 semantic	 notions	 as	 ‘possibility’,	
‘probability’,	‘necessity’,	‘obligation’,	‘permission’,	‘intention’,	and	‘ability’	
	
Modality	usually	refers	to	the	class	of	meanings	expressed	by	the	modal	auxiliaries,	such	
as	may	(expressing	permission),	should	(obligation),	and	will	(intention).	Causative	and	
adhortative	 expressions	 can	 also	 be	 associated	 with	 the	 following	 three	 notions.	 A	
causative	 sentence	He	 let	her	go,	meaning	 ‘He	 permitted	 her	 to	 go’,	 carries	 the	modal	
notion	of	PERMISSION.	A	coercive	sentence	He	made	her	go,	meaning	‘He	obliged	her	to	
go’,	 alludes	 to	 the	 reading	 of	 OBLIGATION,	 and	 the	 adhortative	Let’s	go	 expresses	 the	
speaker’s	wish	 to	go	 together	with	 the	hearer,	 and	 thus	 it	 is	 appropriate	 to	 admit	 the	
modality	of	VOLITION	(cf.	Krug	2009).３	
	
2.2. Lexical	alternation	
	
At	the	lexical	level,	there	have	been	several	words	that	have	been	used	historically	
as	causative	and	adhortative	auxiliaries.	Among	these,	the	following	five	auxiliaries	will	
be	dealt	with	in	the	present	investigation:	(i)	MAKE	(OE	macian;	ME	maken);	(ii)	DO	(OE	
dōn;	ME	don);	(iii)	HĀTAN	(OE	hātan;	ME	hōten);	(iv)	LET	(OE	lǣtan;	ME	lēten);	(v)	UTON	
(OE	uton;	ME	ute).	
	
According	to	Royster	(1922),	the	first	four	(OE	macian,	dōn,	hātan,	and	lǣtan)	are	
used	for	periphrastic	causative	constructions.	The	causative	notion	(as	in	MnE	he	let	her	
go)	was	expressed	by	OE	LET	(see	OED2,	s.v.	let,	12.a.;	Traugott	1995;	Krug	2009;	Nykiel	
2010;	Lowrey	2013),	while	OE	HĀTAN	 ‘to	 command	 (someone	 to	 do	 something)’	 (see	
OED2,	s.v.	†hight,	1.;	Nagucka	1979;	Ikegami	1981;	Nykiel	2010;	Lowrey	2013)	and	DO	
(see	OED2,	 s.v.	do,	 22.a.;	 Ellegård	 1953;	 Ikegami	 1981)	 and	ME	MAKE	 (see	OED2,	 s.v.	
make,	 53.a.;	 Terasawa	 1985)	 were	 also	 prevalent	 in	 Medieval	 English.	 UTON	 is	 an	
obsolete	 adhortative	 auxiliary	 used	 in	 OE	 and	 ME	 that	 derived	 from	 the	 1st	 person	
plural	subjunctive	present	form	of	the	motion	verb	gewītan	‘to	go’,	and	was	supplanted	
by	 LET	 in	 ME	 (see	 OED2,	 s.v.	 let	 14.a.;	 †ute;	 Warner	 1993;	 Traugott	 1995;	 Ogura	
2000/2002;	Krug	2009;	van	Bergen	2013).	Like	MnE	Let’s,	UTON	was	used	in	the	initial	
position	 of	 a	 declarative	 sentence	 followed	 by	 a	 bare	 infinitive.	 The	 historical	
alternations	of	these	lexemes	is	illustrated	in	the	following	figure.	
	
	
                                                    
３	These	three	notions	almost	correspond	to	what	Palmer	(2003:	7)	terms	deontic	and	dynamic	modality	(Palmer’s	
examples:	They	may/can	come	in	now	and	They	must	come	in	now	for	deontic	modality	and	I	will	help	you	for	dynamic	
modality).	For	various	other	classifications	of	the	modality	of	modal	auxiliaries,	see	Kaita	(2015:	20‐34).	
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	Figure	1.	Chronology	(based	on	the	datings	of	the	OED2)	
	
Initially,	in	the	causative	category	for	OBLIGATION,	HĀTAN	and	DO	were	used,	but	they	
eventually	died	out	as	causative	auxiliaries.	From	ME	onwards,	MAKE	came	to	be	used	as	
an	auxiliary.	For	PERMISSION,	LET	has	been	predominant	since	OE.	In	ME,	LET	was	also	
used	 for	 the	 adhortative	notion	 expressing	VOLITION	 from	 the	 14th	 century	 on,	 after	
UTON	became	obsolete	in	the	13th	century.	
	
2.3. Research	question	and	hypothesis	
	
As	 mentioned	 above,	 several	 studies	 have	 been	 conducted	 on	 these	 five	 verbs	
individually.	Their	systematic	alternations	appear	to	await	a	comprehensive	discussion	
of	 how	 the	 causative	 and	 adhortative	 expressions	were	 interrelated	 in	OE	 and	ME.	 In	
particular,	 the	 following	 two	 points	 should	 be	 considered.	 First,	 for	 the	 causative,	
whether	it	is	possible	to	detect	a	sense	of	OBLIGATION	in	LET,	in	addition	to	MAKE,	DO,	
and	HĀTAN.	Second,	for	the	adhortative,	why	UTON	disappeared	and	LET	emerged.	
	
These	 two	points	 can	be	hypothesised	as	 follows.	Causative	LET	mainly	denotes	
PERMISSION,	while	the	reading	of	OBLIGATION	depends	on	the	context.	In	the	history	of	
the	adhortative,	UTON	was	lost	in	accordance	with	the	general	tendency	to	lose	the	word	
order	of	a	 finite	verb	preceding	its	subject	 in	declarative	sentences.	 Instead,	LET	 came	
into	use	because	there	was	a	need	to	clarify	VOLITION	and	PERMISSION.	People	in	the	
Medieval	English	period	needed	to	convey	that	certain	actions	were	being	carried	out	of	
their	own	volition	and	others	by	permission	of	 an	authority	 like	God	or	 a	king.	 I	 shall	
verify	these	hypotheses	in	the	subsequent	sections	based	on	readings	of	several	OE	and	
ME	primary	texts.	
	
2.4. Corpora	
	
In	the	present	study,	religious	texts	play	a	central	role.	Their	contents	are	rich	in	
situations	where	the	narrators	wish	to	relate	what	is	permitted	and	commanded	by	God	
or	Christ	and	to	exhort	the	audience	to	carry	out	acts	that	are	in	accordance	with	God’s	
doctrines.	 The	 primary	 texts	 examined	 are	 the	 following	 homiletic	 texts	 in	 OE:	 The	
Blickling	Homilies	 (Morris	 (ed.)	 1874‐1880),	 Ælfric’s	 Catholic	Homilies	 (Thorpe	 (ed.)	
1844‐1846;	Godden	(ed.)	1979;	Clemoes	(ed.)	1997),	Ælfric’s	Lives	of	Saints	(Skeat	(ed.)	
1881‐1900),	and	Lives	of	Saints	not	by	Ælfric,	which	are	Skeat’s	homily	numbers	23	(LS	
34	 (SevenSleepers)４),	 23B	 (LS	 23	 (MaryofEgypt)),	 30	 (LS	 8	 (Eust)),	 and	 33	 (LS	 7	
(Euphr))	(see	Clemoes	1959:	219	and	Magennis	1986).	For	Early	ME	the	text	selection	is	
small.	It	covers	Lambeth	Homilies	(Morris	(ed.)	1868)	and	Trinity	Homilies	(Morris	(ed.)	
1873).	
                                                    
４	The	short	titles	of	the	texts	in	OE	are	based	on	the	abbreviations	used	in	The	Dictionary	of	Old	English,	Web	Corpus	
(DOEWC).	
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3. Causative	
In	this	section,	it	will	be	demonstrated	that	LET	is	used	primarily	for	PERMISSION,	
and	 the	 tone	of	OBLIGATION	 is	 an	additional	 interpretation,	 sometimes	dependent	on	
the	context.	One	typical	example	is	(1),	which	the	OED2	(s.v.	let,	12.a.)	takes	as	its	first	
example.	 In	 this	 case	 the	 subject	 that	permits	 the	audience	 (þe	 ‘you’)	 is	 the	Lord.	The	
permission	from	the	Lord	here,	contextually,	can	be	interpreted	as	something	forced	as	
well	as	permitted.	
	
(1)	OE:	HomS	14	(BlHom	4)	204５	
hwæt	 dest	 þu	 þe,	 gif Drihten on þe genimþ þa nigan	 dælas,	
what	 do	 you	 for‐you	 if Lord from you takes the nine	 parts	
&	 þe	 læteþ	 þone	 teoþan dæl anne habban?
and	 you	 lets	 the	 tenth part only have
“what	wilt	thou	do	if	the	Lord	taketh	from	thee	nine	parts	of	thy	wealth,	and	letteth	
thee	have	only	the	tenth	part?”	(translation	by	Morris	(ed.)	1874‐1880:	50)	
	
This	ambiguity	of	LET	can	be	illustrated	more	concretely	by	the	following	two	examples,	
(2)	and	(3),	which	are	based	on	Matthew	5.45	(see	Cook	1898:	146‐147６).	Concerning	
the	example	(2)	below,	Lowrey	(2013:	35)	finds	ambiguity	in	the	interpretation	of	LET.		
	
(2)	OE:	ÆCHom	I,	28	413.97	
Se	 mildheorta	 drihten	 þe læt scinan his sunnan ofer þa rihtwisan.	 &
the	 merciful	 Lord	 who lets shine his sun over the righteous	 and
unrihtwisan	 gelice.	 &	 sent renas. & eorþlice wæstmas godum	 &
unrighteous	 alike	 and	 sends rains and earthly fruits to‐the‐good	 and
yfelum	
to‐the‐evil	
“The	 merciful	 Lord,	 who	 lets/makes	 his	 sun	 shine	 over	 the	 righteous	 and
unrighteous	 alike,	 and	 sends	 rains	 and	 earthly	 fruits	 to	 the	 good	 and	 evil”	
(translation	by	Lowrey	2013:	35)	
	
The	 auxiliary	læt	 in	 (2),	 although	 literally	meaning	 ‘lets’,	 appears	 to	 bear	 the	 coercive	
reading	‘makes’.	Lowrey	(2013)	reads	LET	here	as	either	“lets”	or	“makes”.	The	subject	
is	once	again	the	Lord	and	His	permission	is	understood	as	an	obligation	placed	on	the	
object	(the	sun)	from	the	perspective	of	the	narrator.	This	coercive	reading	is	somewhat	
clearer	in	(3),	which	has	a	similar	context	to	(2)	but	uses	DO	instead	of	LET.	
	
(3)	OE:	ÆCHom	II,	12.2	123.446	
And	 gebiddað	 for	 eowerum ehterum. and eow tynendum. þæt	 ge	 beon
and	 pray	 for	 your persecutors and you injurers that	 you	 are
eoweres	 fæder	 bearn.	 se ðe on heofonum is. se	ðe deð his sunnan	 scinan
of‐your	 father	 child	 who in heaven is who makes his sun	 shine
ofer	 ða	 yfelan.	 and	 ofer ða godan. and sylð renscuras	 ðam	
over	 the	 evil	 and	 over the good and gives rain‐showers	 to‐the	
rihtwisum.	 and	 ðam	 unrihtwisum
righteous	 and	 to‐the	 unrighteous
	
                                                    
５	The	texts	in	the	OE	examples	in	the	citations	(1)‐(4)	and	(6)	are	from	DOEWC.	Literal	glossing	and	emphasis	are	mine.	
６	The	corresponding	Latin	text	given	by	Cook	(p.	146)	reads:	orate	pro	persequentibus	et	calumniantibus	vos,	ut	sitis	filii	
Patris	vestri	qui	in	coelis	est,	qui	solem	suum	oriri	facit	super	bonos	et	malos,	et	pluit	super	iustos	et	iniustos,	where	facit	(3rd	
person	singular	present	form	of	facere	‘to	do’)	corresponds	to	læt	in	(2)	and	deð	in	(3).	
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“and	pray	for	your	persecutors	and	injurers,	that	ye	be	children	of	your	Father	who
is	 in	 heaven,	 who	maketh	 his	 sun	 to	 shine	 over	 the	 evil	 and	 over	 the	 good,	 and	
giveth	rain‐showers	to	the	righteous	and	to	the	unrighteous”	(translation	by	Thorpe	
(ed.)	1846:	217)	
	
A	 closer	 look	 at	 the	 manuscript	 variants	 in	 the	 Medieval	 English	 may	 help	 to	
determine	 the	 coercive	 meaning	 of	 LET.	 The	 following	 example	 (4)	 exhibits	 the	
manuscript	variants	between	LET	and	HĀTAN.	LET	in	this	context	is	replaced	by	HĀTAN	
in	two	later	manuscripts	(see	Clemoes	(ed.)	1997:	335):	manuscript	P	(Oxford,	Bodleian	
Library,	 Hatton	 115	 (Ker	 332,	 s.	 xi2))	 and	 manuscript	 B	 (Oxford,	 Bodleian	 Library,	
Bodley	 343	 (Ker	 310,	 s.	 xii2)).	 The	 use	 of	HĀTAN	 in	 both	 manuscripts	 clarifies	 the	
coercive	reading	of	the	context.	
	
(4)	OE:	ÆCHom	I,	20	335.14	
Mannum	 he	 sealde	 uprihtne gang: þa nytenu he let gan alotene	
to‐men	 he	 gave	 upright going the cattle he let go bowed‐down	
“To	men	he	[=	God]	gave	an	upright	gait;	 the	cattle	he	 let	go	bending	downwards”	
(translation	by	Thorpe	(ed.)	1844:	277)	
	
Lowrey	 (2013:	 35)	 discusses	 the	 lexical	 conflict	 between	LET	 and	HĀTAN:	 “[i]t	 is	 the	
spread	of	causative	lætan,	apparently,	that	spells	the	end	for	causative	hatan”.	While	it	is	
true	that	LET	 is	used	in	a	wide	range	of	contexts,	 the	coercive	 interpretation	of	LET	 is	
rather	unstable	 in	the	OE	period.	 Indeed,	 there	are	cases	such	as	(4)	 that	demonstrate	
the	 lexical	 replacement	 of	LET	with	HĀTAN.	 Therefore,	 there	 appears	 to	 be	 a	 need	 to	
compare	 the	uses	of	HĀTAN,	LET	 and	even	DO	 in	a	more	concrete	and	comprehensive	
fashion.	
	
Later	in	ME,	MAKE	emerges	as	another	causative	auxiliary.	Example	(5)	from	the	
Lambeth	Homilies	is	regarded	by	the	OED2	as	the	first	attestation	of	MAKE	(s.v.	53.a.).	
	
(5)	ME:	Lambeth	Homilies	17.159.17‐19７	
Þe	 ter	 þet	 .Mon.	 wepð	 for longinge to heouene; is inemned	 deu	 water
the	 tear	that man	 weeps for longing for heaven is called	 dew	 water
for	 alswa	 se	þe	 sunne	 drach up þene deu. and makeð þer	of	 kume	
for	 as	 the	 sun	 draws up the dew and makes thereof	 come	
reines;	 swa makeð	 þe	 halie gast þe .Mon. bi‐halden up to	 houene	
rains	 so	 makes	 the	 Holy Ghost the man look up to	 heaven	
“The	tear	that	a	man	weepeth	through	longing	for	heaven	is	called	dew‐water,	for	as	
the	sun	draweth	up	the	dew	and	maketh	thereof	the	rains	to	come,	so	the	Holy	Ghost
maketh	the	man	to	look	up	to	heaven”	(translation	by	Morris	(ed.)	1868:	158)	
	
In	(5),	the	causers	of	the	rains	are	the	sun	and	the	Holy	Ghost.	The	former	is	inanimate.	
It	nonetheless	seems	possible,	however,	to	read	the	agentivity	of	the	sun	in	this	example.	
The	sun	can	be	regarded	as	the	carrier	of	the	wish	to	cause	the	event,	taking	into	account	
that	a	correlative	conjunction	alswa	‘just	as’	with	swa	‘so’	connects	the	sun	and	the	Holy	
Ghost.	Terasawa	(1985:	135)	does	not	 regard	 the	above	example	 (5)	as	conveying	 the	
“coercive”	 meaning	 (“to	 force	 a	 person	 to	 do	 something	 by	 an	 exercise	 of	 influence,	
authority,	or	violence”),	but	instead	argues	that	this	meaning	can	be	found	from	the	16th	
century,	 based	 on	 the	 examples	 in	 the	OED	 (s.v.	make,	 54.).８	It	 further	 remains	 to	 be	
seen	whether	such	a	coercive	reading	is	possible	as	early	as	the	Medieval	English	period.	
	
                                                    
７	Text	from	Morris	(ed.)	(1868:	159).	Literal	glossing	and	emphasis	are	mine.	
８	The	definition	of	the	OED2	(s.v.	make,	54.a.)	is:	“[t]o	constrain	(a	person)	to	do	something,	by	an	exercise	of	influence,	
authority,	or	actual	or	threatened	violence”.	
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4. Adhortative	
In	 English,	 there	 has	 been	 no	 exclusive	 form	 used	 to	 express	 the	 adhortative	
meaning.	Bauer’s	(2004)	glossary	of	morphology	(s.v.	mood)	lists	“hortative”	as	a	mood	
which	“shows	exhortation”,	and	classifies	it	with	imperative,	indicative,	and	subjunctive	
moods	as	 “[s]ome	typical	moods”	 in	 language.	Verbs	 in	English	conjugate	according	 to	
the	 imperative,	 indicative,	 and	 subjunctive	 moods,９ 	but	 there	 is	 no	 particular	
morphological	category	for	the	hortative.	This	leads	to	the	question	of	how	the	hortative	
notion	can	be	expressed	in	English.		
	
4.1. UTON	and	modality	
	
There	 are	 at	 least	 three	 types	 of	 adhortative	 expressions	 in	 OE	 and	 ME,	 as	
Mustanoja	(1960:	475)	(cf.	Millward	1971:	49)	briefly	describes:	
	
In	OE	and	early	ME,	exhortations	and	commands	in	the	first	person	plural	are	
expressed	 by	 means	 of	 the	 inflectional	 subjunctive	 (helpe	 we)	 or	 of	 a	
periphrasis	 with	 uton	 (ute)	 […].	 From	 later	 ME	 on	 they	 are	 expressed	 by	
means	of	a	periphrasis	with	let	+	infinitive	
	
The	 first	 form	 helpe	we	 takes	 the	 particular	 inverted	 word	 order	 of	 the	 finite	 verb	
followed	by	 its	 subject.	 Another	 expression	with	UTON	 in	OE	mentioned	 is	 frequently	
found	in	homilies,	sometimes	side	by	side	with	a	modal	auxiliary	sculan	(>	MnE	shall,	but	
usually	meaning	‘must’	in	OE)	as	in	(6)	below.	
	
(6)	ÆLS	(Maurice)	119‐121	
Ac	 uton	 þencan	 georne þonne we þyllic gehyrað, þæt we	 þe	 beteran
but	 let‐us	 think	 earnestly when we the‐like hear that we	 the	 better
beon,	 þurh	 þa	 boclican lare. We sceolon swincan, and	 oferswyðan	
be	 through	 the	 bookish lore we have‐to toil and	 overcome	
unþeawas	 mid	 godre	 drohtnunga Godes rice geearnian	
evil‐habits	 with	 good	 service God’s kingdom earn
“But	 let	 us	 think	 earnestly,	 when	we	 hear	 the	 like,	 that	 we	may	 be	 the	 better	 by
means	of	bookish	lore.	We	have	to	toil,	and	overcome	evil	habits	by	a	good	service,	
to	earn	God’s	kingdom”	(translation	by	Skeat	(ed.)	1900:	165)	
	
The	combination	of	UTON	and	the	modal	sculan	with	the	1st	person	subject	explicates	
the	exhortative	notion	as	typifying	the	purpose	of	the	homily.	The	homilist	expresses	his	
intention	 to	 act	 properly	 together	with	 the	 audience,	 and	 he	 believes	 that	 doing	 such	
things	is	an	obligation.１０	Van	Bergen	(2013:	170)	convincingly	points	to	the	collocation	
of	UTON	and	a	modal	sculan	meaning	‘must’:	
	
[t]he	modal	sceal	 ‘must’	may	be	used	to	express	commands,	instructions,	and	
exhortations	as	well,	and	it	can	occur	in	contexts	similar	or	identical	to	those	
in	which	uton	constructions	are	found	
	
This	analysis	is	conducive	to	accepting	that	both	modal	auxiliaries	and	the	adhortative	
auxiliary	belong	to	the	semantic	realm	of	modality.	
                                                    
９	Note,	however,	that	there	are	some	morphological	ambiguities	of	the	verb	forms	within	these	three	mood	categories.	
Take	the	OE	verb	bindan	‘to	bind’,	for	example:	binde	can	be	the	1st	person	singular	indicative	present	form	(‘I	bind’)	or	a	
subjunctive	present	form	in	all	three	persons.	Another	form	bindaþ	can	be	the	plural	indicative	present	form	
(‘we/you/they	bind’)	or	the	imperative	plural	form	(‘bind’).	
１０	Note	also	that	sculan	with	the	1st	person	subject	may	express	intention	with	a	meaning	close	to	‘will’	(OE	willan).	This	
is	pointed	out	by	Standop	(1957:	123):	“[s]culan	scheint	sich	vor	allem	in	der	1.	Pers.	oft	der	Bedeutung	von	willan	zu	
nähern”	(‘sculan	especially	in	the	first	person	appears	often	to	approach	the	meaning	of	willan’)	(my	translation).	
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4.2. Loss	of	UTON	and	the	rise	of	LET	
	
As	sketched	 in	Section	2.2.,	 in	 the	adhortative	category	OE	UTON	 fell	 into	disuse	
and	LET	came	into	use	 in	the	Medieval	period.	The	demise	of	UTON	can	be	ascribed	to	
the	decline	of	so‐called	verb‐first	 (V1)	order	 in	declarative	sentences,	where	 the	 finite	
verb	 is	 placed	 at	 the	 beginning	 of	 the	 sentence	 preceding	 its	 subject.１１	UTON	 almost	
always	appears	in	the	V1	position,	followed	by	its	subject	we.	This	order	does	not	follow	
the	general	tendency	of	word	order	change,	as	Önnerfors	(1997:	242)	briefly	mentions:	
	
[d]ie	noch	 im	Ae.	häufige	V1‐Stellung	 im	selbständigen	DS	[=	Deklarativsatz]	
wird	 im	 Laufe	 der	 Zeit	 etwas	 seltener,	 wenn	 sie	 auch	 im	 Me.	 nicht	
verschwindet	
‘The	 V1	 order	 in	 the	 declarative	 sentence,	 still	 frequent	 in	 OE,	 becomes	
somewhat	rarer	in	the	course	of	time,	although	it	does	not	entirely	disappear	
even	in	ME’	(my	translation)	
	
The	 construction	 using	 LET	 with	 US	 is	 attested	 later.	 The	 following	 (7)	 is	 the	 first	
example	of	LET	US	in	the	OED2	(s.v.	let,	14.a.).１２	
	
(7)	ME:	Chaucer	Canterbury	Tales,	The	Man	of	Law’s	Tale	953‐954１３	
Now	 lat	 us	 stynte	 of Custance but a throwe,
now	 let	 us	 cease‐speaking of Custance only a space‐of‐time	
And	 speke	 we	 of	 the	 Romayn Emperour
and	 speak	 we	 of	 the	 Roman Emperor
‘Let	 us	 cease	 speaking	 of	 Custance	 for	 just	 a	 short	 time	 and	 let	 us	 speak	 of	 the	
Roman	emperor’	
	
As	 the	 V1	 word	 order	 of	 the	 declarative	 sentence	 becomes	 rare	 in	 ME,	 LET	 in	 the	
imperative	form	inherits	the	adhortative	function.	The	contextual	role	of	this	example	is	
to	change	the	topic,	and	LET	has	two	notions:	VOLITION	and	PERMISSION.	The	narrator	
in	 (7)	wishes	 to	move	on	 from	 the	 story	about	Custance	 to	 the	next	 topic,	 the	Roman	
emperor,	 and	 asks	 the	 hearers	 for	 permission	 to	 change	 the	 topic	 (for	 the	 pragmatic	
interpretation	 of	 this	 example,	 see	 Krug	 2009:	 323‐324	 in	 detail).	 The	 wish	 can	 be	
conveyed	by	the	imperative	form	placed	in	the	V1	position,	and	the	permissive	notion	is	
in	the	lexical	meaning	of	LET.	The	use	of	LET	in	the	adhortative	context	in	(7)	is	possible	
because	LET	keeps	its	permissive	meaning	throughout	the	ME	period.	
	
5. Summary	
This	study	investigated	the	lexical	alternations	of	LET	and	other	auxiliaries	in	OE	
and	 ME	 from	 the	 perspective	 of	 modality.	 The	 main	 findings	 can	 be	 summarised	 as	
follows.	
	
First,	 OE	LET	mainly	 denotes	PERMISSION.	 The	 sense	 of	 OBLIGATION	 is	mainly	
conveyed	 by	 OE	 HĀTAN	 (and	 occasionally	 by	 DO)	 and	 ME	MAKE.	 Second,	 OE	 UTON	
clarifies	 the	 speaker’s	wish	 to	 carry	 out	 the	 propositional	 content,	 but	 later	 falls	 into	
disuse	due	 to	 the	decline	of	 the	declarative	V1	order.	Third,	 the	 rise	of	ME	LET	 in	 the	
                                                    
１１	Many	studies	discuss	the	status	of	this	peculiar	position	of	the	finite	verb.	The	function	of	the	V1	order	may	be	
topicalisation,	although	I	shall	not	enter	into	this	problem	in	detail.	For	this	word	order	in	Proto‐Indo‐European,	see	
Fortson	(2010:	159‐160),	and	for	that	in	OE,	Ogawa	(2000)	and	Ringe	&	Taylor	(2014:	407‐410)	are	noteworthy.	
１２	The	very	first	example	of	14.a.	takes	Lat	with	me,	dated	1375.	It	seems	that	the	OED2	makes	no	clear	distinction	
between	the	usage	for	someone’s	asking	permission	to	do	something	(‘Let	me’)	and	an	adhortative	usage	(‘Let	us’).	
１３	Text	from	Benson	(ed.)	(1987:	100).	Literal	glossing	and	emphasis	are	mine.	
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imperative	mood	for	the	adhortative	highlights	the	contextual	role	of	an	entity	wishing	
to	realise	the	propositional	content,	with	the	permission	of	the	addressee	implied.	
	
For	 further	 study,	 the	 scope	 of	 the	 texts	 used	 should	 be	 expanded	 and	
indispensable	 theoretical	 support	will	be	provided	through	philological	analysis	of	 the	
contexts.	 This	 project	 hopes	 to	 contribute	 to	 the	 comprehensive	 study	 of	 several	
lexemes	used	for	the	same	or	similar	functions	from	a	diachronic	perspective.	
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